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wielded complete legislative sovereignty and even appointed
the President. Ratification and revision of the laws were not
entrusted to the people, but were reserved for the chambers
themselves: there was no system of plebiscite, referendum or
popular initiative. The separation of powers? But the Senate
had judicial powers, executive power lay theoretically with the
President who was elected by the National Assembly, and in
practice with the Council of Ministers who belonged to the
Assembly and were controlled by the Chamber and Senate sit-
ting separately. The Conseil d'£tat, under the presidency of a
party man such as the Minister of Justice, formed a close link
between judiciary and administration.1 The only general
principles on which the Constitution worked derive less from
the constitutional laws than from the conventions and practical
devices adopted to make it work.
It has been shown how a balanced constitution, with ele-
ments of democracy, oligarchy and even monarchy inherent in
its structure, came to be set up in particular historical circum-
stances. How this system worked to produce a regime of parlia-
mentary sovereignty must next be examined.
How the Constitution Worked
If the Royalist forces were frustrated by 1873, an<^ the Con-
servative forces triumphed constitutionally in 1875, the Re-
publican and Radical forces won a political and parliamentary
triumph in 1877 and again in 1879. In 1877, the Republican
parties, with the backing of Republican opinion in the general
elections, robbed President Macmahon of his power to estab-
lish a Conservative regime with strong, authoritarian executive
power. Two years later, when Macmahon recognized defeat by
resignation, he was replaced by the Republican, Jules Grevy.
At the same time, with the Republican leader, Gambetta, as
President of the Chamber and a Republican party majority
1 Cf. G. Hanotaux: op. cit, Vol. Ill, Chapter V, for a full-dress
analysis of the 'theory of the Constitution*. Also L. Trotabas: op. cit.,
Chapter I, for a much more discriminating analysis of its principles.

